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Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Mr. Dannenberg explained the current commercial embodiment of 
the invention. Mr. Dannenberg further explained his perceived differences between the Mvalue reference and the 
instant invention - specifically the incorporation of multiple profile databases, to include one master profile database 
and a multiple number of service profile databases which coresponded to specific personal/business interests. 
Mr.Weiss, Examiner Ouellette and Mr.Dannnenburg reached an agreement on amended claim language that would 
overcome the prior art disclosed by the Mvalue reference. 
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